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I. INTRODUCTION

/

There has been increasing nation=wide concern with declining test,scores

in rebent years A considerable,number of national research studies are cur-
. \N.,

-rentiy iming conducted in.an effort to determine causes for this phenomena.

The Des Moines Public Scikols, while-notifflicted to the degree of some

other urban school districts, has also seen6a decline in past years. While

some of the d#cline has been recovered in the most recent years, ihere is

'continuing concern within the distridt regarding student achievencent in gen-

eral and standardiied test scores -- the more traditionally accepted measures

-

of overall s&udent aChievement.

Since standardized teat scores are indicators of success, rather than .

badgeg of iuccess in their own right, ,the aUthors have undertaken a research

e fort to uncover elements which,might influence the scores. This paper is

'an aèt,mpt to identify those various factors which seem to exis in relaiion

to high kr low) achievement.

The ult Tate value of the research which follow:11es in its utility to'

those who direct operations of the gchools.

THE DES MOINES PUBLIC SCHOOLS

The Des Moines Independent Community School Distritt serves an area of

-
approximately eighty-four square miles of rolling prairie in entral Iowa.

The district has the largest enrollment bf-any school,distrlict in the state.

o3
During 1974-75 (tbeyear of,thi 'Weedy) the Deg Moines School District had

an enrollment ot 40,737 stu4ents in gradeg K-12. It operated fifty elemen-

, -

..tary schools,: fourteen jOrnior high schools, six senior high cgchools, six

. 13_1:
Special schools and t alternatOe schools. Minorities comprised approXt-

; .
.
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, ,mately eleven percent of the:total enrollment. The students were seved-y

approximately 2,500 professional educatOrs and 1,500 classified staff Nembers.

Des Moines is the capital c ty of Iowa and the center of most state-wide

activities for the state. .ItseStimated 1973 metropolitan area pOpulation

was 325,220.- While Des Moines is best known as an insurance,-,printing and

convention city, some 380 factories in the area manufacture over 500 different ,

products, ranging 'frdin cosmetics to combines, valued at 500 million annually.

The city is heavily dependent on agri-business or agricultu allY related

businesses.

III. PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

.. .
,

1. To attemptfto identify factors which operaterconcurrent with student
- .

4
, 0

achievement variables. The factors selected as independent variables were

chosen due 0 their per,ived importance by officials of the Des Moines

Public Schools and their frequent inclusion in similar studies conducted

elsewhere.
4

2. To determine which of these variabled aref"significantly related.
r-,

3. 'To formulate a profile based on the independent variables which

desCrbes a high achieving student.

4. To.provide clues regarding factors which might be manipulated by the

schools in order tO improve:Student achievement.
A/

5. To resent the findings to apprO6iate school authorities for their /

consider 'tion and use.

Ye.

Iy. RELATED LITERATURE

.
.

Several research enr deavors have been conducted during the past few year
, ,

which attempted to discover existing relationships between various meaSures

of,student achievement and certain other seIected'acl'ables. Research of'



3
.

..
. .

. .

this nature specifically related to the Toes Moines Independent Community

,Skhool District had not,been,undertaken up to this point in time. The brief

Sampling of related literature which is presented below is intended to pr4-

vide some.minimal background regarding achievement variable research done else-
. lk

)where 4i1 the United States',

-

With reference'to research. conduCted in the area of student achievement

from a nation-wtde student sampling, some of the following findings have been

. . .

The,NatiOnal Assessment of Educational PrOgress (NAEP) 4-eported in 1975

that:1
1

1. (Science.) Knowledge in science is declining and this
drop represented the loss of dhalf-year of.leatIning-
expi.dence b#'tween pre- and post7as8e8sment in 1969-70
and 102-73, respectively, for students (ages 9, 13, and
17). Suburban studenta at all three levels perform
above the national level, while inner-city areas are
well below the nation and are not improving. Further-
mne, blacks and females almost always demonstrate
scientific abilities below the national mediad.

2. (Mathematics.) Although thp majority .of 17-:year-olds .

and young`a4alts showed maairy of the fundamental
mathematical operationa -,.x, .), they were inable,

to apply these skills in every situations at all

ages (9; 13, and ,1,7). Males generally tended 'to do
better than females on work problems. Whites lierform

three to four percentage points abolie the.national
level, while blacks were fourteen to twenty-one points
below.' IR addition, socio-economic factors appear to
be negatively related with student achievement in
math matics, .

3. ( n ) In reading, twor4percent more 17-year-old

stud ts in 1974 could answer basic reading questions
,correctly than codld 17year-olds in 1971.

4. VWriting,) Betwben 1970 and 1974, National Assessment'
found that in 1974, students (ages 13 and 17) uqed a
more simple-vonbulary, wrote.in a shorter (primer-

like) style, and,had more incoherent paragraphs than
did their cOunter parts in schoOl four years earlier.
Nine- ear-olds showed improvement, with the proportion
of good writers.rising in

.1r .1"Spotlight," NAEP NewsletterATolume VIII, No. 6, National Assessment.
of Educational Progress, Education Comrhiion of the StatesDecember, 1975.

9



Socio-economic factors have been shown to affecl student achievement

much more than "school controlled" factors. Coler -3, in his landmark study.

\
of.1966.4.concluded.that,14 family background had the greatest effect on

school-achievement when compared to any, other single variable or group of

I

According'

4

information included in a report by James2, 23 million Amer-
- . .

icans - twenty percent of the nation. - are 'functionally illiterate (study

4sponsored by the U. S. Office of Education), AmeriCan CO.lege Testing PrograM

(ACT) haa shown a decline in average scores, and the Scholastic Aptitude Test

(SAT) test scores (averages) has shown a steady drop over the past 13/1Srears.

variables which were included in his study. Also, Jencks4 indicated that

there is no evidence that school reform can substantially'reduce the extent
%

of cognitive inequality, as measured by lists of verbal fluency, reading

Comprehension, or mathematidal skills. Neither school resources nor segrega-:

,tion,has an appreciaye effect on either test scores or educational attain-,

ment, according to Jencks.

In a study of Philadelphia school pupils conducted by the Federal Reserve

BankAof Philadelphia soine of the following findings (those which relate direc-.

ly to the Des Moines study) were reported:5

1. Ihe socio-economic background of the pupil plays an
important role in whae!the student achieves through the

2Tom James,"Declining.Tea Score's: The States React," Comp, Act-IX;-

6(December, 19751: 9-12r. .

.

. .'....,,,j,

.,,-

3James S. Coleman, et at., Equality of\Educational OPportunityi(Waah'
ington: U. S. Government Printing Office), 1966.

4Christopher Jencks, "Inequality in Retrospect,"4'erspectives'on Inequal-
ity, Harvard Educational Review; Reprint Series No., 8(19.73), 103:

.5Anita A.,7S and Barbara L.' Wolfe;:"Which School Resources Help

Learning? -Effidienty'-: d EqUity in Phpadephia Puklic Schools,h Federal

ReserVe Bank'Of Philadelphia Business Review, Februa y; r575, 7-21.

10
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school years.
s2. A student's, Sex is related to his or her achievement.

Males do more poorly,than females in elementary school.
In junior high school, only low ability males fall be-.

. hind low ability females. In senior high school, males
of.average ability or les!" better than females.with
equivalent ability.

3. The resülts suggest,that coming from a family that
, moves more frequently has an adverse et.fect on achieve-

ment'of junior high.youth. This factor seems to,have
little effect On elemefitary and senior high Students.

4. Head Start (preschooE) participation does not iMprove
a.Ehild's achievement growth by the latter half of
enMentary school. SuCh.particfpation, however, does
contribute to the child arriving in the third-grade
at an improved level of achievement.

A compilation of research included in the book How Effective Is School-

ing?
6 reveals the following outcomes as applied his particular study:,

r.

-1

1. Backgrodnd,factors are always important determinants
of educational'Sutcomes.

2.. The socio7economic status of,a student's.family and
community is consistentlY related tO hia educational
outcome. More Specifically, informatiotvwarding
a student's background and theservices he received
from school enable us to predict hie outcome somewhat
mare accurately.

3. There is little doubt that msgor determinants of
-learning.style and ObIlity are fixeclin'the.early life
of the individual and that environment plays a dominant
role. However, it -has also'been pointed Out that
.(;rganized preschool interventions through day care,
Head Start.and other early childhood programs shOW
contradictory'resUlts. There is no convincing evidence
that early childhood interventions aremore likely to'
improve educationil, effectiveness than regular school'
programs.

In summary, most of the research whith was reviewed tended to empha

the substantial influences.of socio-economic status and early environmen a

conditions on achievement during the school years.

6Harvey-A. Averch, et al., How Effective Is Schooling?,A Rand *mo-
tional Policy Study (Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Educational Technology

Publications, 1974), 51.

'itoo ii



V. METHODS EMPLOYED

, Sample Selection.

6

A sample.bf 1974-q5'sixth grade stude ts en, ped An the De§ Moines.,

Public Schools-was selected"from thcpur rOiters forall 197-76 seventh
. .

_

grade studeots'by the following means:
\.

1. A random selection was made to.choose the first subject fro

among the'first'seven _names _on thg alphabetical roster (schools were els

arranged Aphabetically).
.e,

2. ,Each.seventh studei as chosen from the alphabetical roSter

following the first subjec.t. When the end of a roiter for an individual

school was' reaChed the coutt'oY seven was extended into the next school ros-

ter to select the ?list subject froth that school:

3.. After selection of the satple subjects from the roscers, the

subjects' scores on the October, 1974, administration of the Iowa Test

.Basic'Skills were obtained. Where scores were not available ncomplete)

for a.given subject., that subjeCt was discarded and the next following name

below ,the original selection was chosen from the alphabetical roster. This

process was.continued until the complete satple of- subjects was obfained..v

0 The population satpled thus became (0) those students- enrolled.in seventh

grade ih.1975-76, who (2) had complete ITBS'results for 1974175 (when they

were in sixth grade)..

Data Collection
0

As previously Mentioned, data for the selection of sample :subjects was

obtained from aphabetical rosters,of all seventh grade students.ehrolled in

the;Des Moines Independent Community School Distric t which were provided by

°

the Mid-Iowa Educational Computer Center. The roster contained names, school

1 2°
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, identification numbers, student,identification numkers, sekriAentification,

V . °
and ethhiol codes. Thidodata was arrayed on,..a 4 x 6" oard to facil4Itape col-

feceion.and later keypvncmg.

iTgS scores'were'obtained from records of testing results ma'intained by
..?

the'Department of Pupil Services of the Des Moines Independent Community.

achool D2triot.:

- .The following'data was obtlined froth the stUdents' cumulative recovds

for the,,19,14-75 schoOl year (the game yeaf the subjectsl'toak the ITS'S test):

:I.% Number and category 9f Parents (or other adults)'in-the subject's

home. This da4t;4U8 cl-assified.as foXlows: Living with both parents, Living

With the motiter only, biving with the father only, or Some other arrangement

(e.g:, stepparents,,guardian, wtandparents, etc.).

2. Father's highest year of school completed.

3. Number of siblings.

111... ra

0.

4. Number of schools attended (a mobility factor).

5. Most recent IQ score. Most of these were from a Lorge-Thorndike

full scale test given in 1974-75; however, a few were fromfourth grade

testing with the same instrument (1972-73).

6. Number of days attendeeduring the 197475 school year.
r)

7. Staff ev6 aluations completed by the student's major or attendance
1P

center teacher at the end of the 1974-75 school year. These.included the

following items: (1) Cooperation, (2) Initiative, (3) Reliability, (4) Con-

duct, (5) Courtesy, .(6) 'Respect for Authorqy, and (7) Leadership.

After the students' cumulative records had been screened and the data

recorded, the Pupil Services and Food Services DeNirtments' recOrds were

screened to determine which of the subjects were (1) eligible for free hot

lunches, (2) _eligible for reduced price hot lunches, or (3) not eligible for

13
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fi-ee or reduced hot lunches., This data pr9vided an economic indicator
..,

-for each.sample subject.

free hot lunches during

program. A copy of the

Moines Public Schools

oial of 2,881

Eligibility requirements for obtainin reduced. or
. . .

1974--75/were established bp.the federal hot lunch ,
, -.

1974-75-eligIbil/ty requireMentiiag contained in
ci*

.*

studentswere enrolled.ip.I.the sixth grade of the Des
.

,

during 'the 1974-75 school,year.( Excluding.those stu-

,r

tents enrolled at the,Hoyt Middle School.(14) in:sixth grade, whO were not

tested with the ITBS, the'popul4tion from whic)i the sample was drawn con-.

sisted of 2,712 reg ly enrolled sixth grade students.

According to ca culatfons based on Hays8, a sample of 339 would insure

that in 95 out of 100 instances the sample mean obtained would fall within .1

_standard deviation of-the populatioA mean. A sample Of 15.81t of the popula-
...

tion was drawn to increase the probability of each variable.comparison having

a sufficient number of sample subjects. Thus, the sample was composed of 429

subjects selected at random from the population.

ANALYSIS'OF DATA

The data collected for this study was analyzed by means of computer data

processing ihrough the facilities at Iowa State University. Technical assid-

tance'in analyzing the data was provided by Mr. Mithael Szymczuk of Iowa

State and Drs. Phillip Berrie and Joseph Millard of the Heartland Area Educa-

tion Agency.
-3

The data was first ana_v-Pd 11 means of a process known as stepwise

7Special education students were excluded from the survey.

8William L. Hays, Statistics (New York: Holt, Rinehart & Winston,

1963), 206.
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regresbion. Stopwise 'regression is an ImproVed version of the foreward selec-
x

tton methoa. It examines not only a new entering variable but also reexamined,
A

at every stage of the regression, the vaYiables already incorporate4 into the

model in previous stages. Thus,- a,yariable which may have been.imPortarlt at
-

one stage may be superfluous later. To'check on this,.the prt4al F criterion/

for each variable'in the regression at (any stage of caluculation is eValuated

N.
and compared with a,preselected percentage point of the F-Alstribution. Any

, a.
. s

. ..
,

vsriable'whidh proviUes a mon-signiffcant contribu;ion Is removed frornithe

s
The process is congnued until no variable'w1ll,be. admitted to.thernode

equation and no more We rejected.9
1

In Table 1 the stepwise regression analysis results for the/Sample sub-

.0

jeets' composite scores are4shown. All the variables selected by this method ,

'

are sfgnificant at the 0.1 level. The table shows the rank order by magnitude
,

,

of each variable which is sigraficant, the cumulative percent of the total
'

.variance in th cores accounted'for by the ranked variables,.the percent of

the-variance accounted for by
Pt
each of the six variables, and the independent

variable beingztekorted% From the table it can be-seen:hat the factor,
, J

Intelligence Quot&nt (IQ) accounted for 0.680 (68%) of the variance in the

scores of the sample subjects. The second ranked independent variable--
0

\\Teacher'sRating: Initiative--accounted for only 0.020 (2%) of the variance. .

Thus, IO.viould''Seem to be the single

ance.

or factor accounting for score vari-

9Norman Draper and H. Smith, Applied Regression Analysis, Series on
Probability and Mathematical Statistics (New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc.,

1966).

15



TABLE 1
IOWA TEStS OF BAkC,SKILLS

STEPWISE REGRESSION ANALYglp
-DEPENDENT VARIABLE: COMPOSITE t'CORES', -

WITH IQ
N.,

1 0

-
Rank
Order

Cumulative %
of Total
Variance

% Variance
lin Thin
Variable

. Independerit Variable ,

- 1

*,

2

3

4

5

6

x

0.680
3-

'`' 0.700

(

. 0.709.

.4t 0.717

.0.723

0.726

_0.680

0.020

'0.009

0.008

0.006
r

0.003

I

(telligence Quotient

(Teachir's Rating: -Inkiia4kre

*Ethnic Group
k

Father's flighest Year of'Education
, 1 .

Number of Siblings 4^

Teacher's'Ing: Reliability

There is considerable discussion regarding the Measurement of-4Q at the

present time. Rather convincing evidence has been offered .to the belief that

IQ is merely another measure of achievement rather than a measure of innate

ability as previouly belieired.. If this is indeed true, IQ definitely should

account ibr a high percentage of the variance since the two tests are actual-

ly measuring thetsame thing. Thus, the,68% of the variance due to IQ may be

igeeelY a measure of the degree to which the two tests (Iowa Tests of Basic

Skills and Lorge-ThOrndike IQ) are consistent in measuring achievement.

tepwise regression analyses were plso conducted using the subtests (the

0
other dependent variables) of-the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills. Although not

shown here for reasons of space economy, all the regressions revealed a

similar degree of importance for IQ. SpecificallY, IQ accounted for the

following percentages of the variance: Vocabulary - 53%; Reading - 53%;

Language 59%; rk Study,- 58%; Mathematics - 51%.

It should be noted that despite the high percentage of variance accounted

16



for by theksix independent variables in, Table 1, 0.274 (27.470

ance was not identifie

thekvari-
.e

.000 0.726). This is due either to variables not
K

identified in the'study or to variabAs which were identified, but w4ke1so
,

minute.as to be inSignificant at the 0.1 level. Only.independent variables

ligalicant at the 0.1 level of confidence of highertare included in the
r

;of 411P* stepwise regression tables.

Because of the high percentage of vaTiance accountel for by IQ, the, .

, .

d
,

kcision ws made to remove IQ as an independelp varrable and recompute the," -

. .__ . .

t . .

, stepwise regresion analys. Whij.e it was understood'that,a much higher
,

percentageof the variance would.be unaccotntedffor When,IQ was removed, this
a

Trocedure-would tend to magnifY the remaining independentyariabies and might' -

regal some which had not b$en considered important in the first analyses.

Table 2 exhibits the same types qf data-as Table 1; however, in Table 2

the independent variable "Intelligence Quotient (IQ)",has been removed-froM

the analyses. When this ahalysis was completed one highly visible independent

variable appeared -7 Teacher's Rating: Initiative. This single variable

.

accounted fRr, in excess of one-half of the cutilulative variance- of-theseven

1411

independent variables listed in the table. Only the seven ,variables listed

were significant at the 0.1 level.
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TABLE 2
IOWA TESTS OF BASIC SKILL

STEPWISE REGRESSION ANALYSIS
DEPENDENTyARIABLE: COMPOSITE SCORES

Faun IQ

Rank
Order

Cumulative %
/of Total
Variance

X Variwee
in This
ariable

,

.

7 ndipendent Varialile

1 . 0.227 0.227 Teacher's Ratin : Initiative
\ .

, 0.32 6 ) 0.099 Father's Hilhe t Year of Education

n.3 0.350 I 0.D24 Teacher.q1 Rating: rship

-III '. 4
_ . -

4 0.372 0.022 Ethnic Group
-....

,

c.,..

5 0.387 0.015 0, Teacher's Rating: Reliability
, ..

,

6 0.399 0.012 Number of Siblings'

0

7 0.407
.

. 0.008
. .

Teacher s Rating: Cooperation
-

,While, as expected, a much lower percentage of the,total variance was
74,

accounted for in this'analysis (onky40.7%),than th4t reported in Table 1

(72.6%), a single independent variable did emerge as .considerably more impor-

tant t1 any other.

e amination offlables 3, tv,,and 5, reveal results somewhat similar

those found in Table 2. This would be expected since Table%2 provides a
')

analysis'of the composite scores while Table 3 analyzes reading scores, Table 4--/

analyzes vocabulary scores, and Table 5 analyzes language scores. In all .

$,

these tables the independent variable, "Teacher's Rating:. Initiative," ranks

. 7

considerably above the oth W1Opendent'variables in the percentage of vari-

ance it accounts for, while "FI\her's Ilighest year of education" ranks second:

se
g

1 9
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- TABLE 3
IOWA TESTS OF BASIC SKILLS

STEPWISE REGRESSION ANALY8IS
DEPENDENT VARIABLE: READING

t\ WITHOUT IQ

Rank
DI-der

Cumulative %
of tal
Varapce

; Variancei
tin Thisy

'Variable
Independent Variable

0:173 0.173
,,

Teacher's Rating: Initiative V

0.247 0.074 7 Father's Highest Year of Education

3 0.272 0.025 Teacher's Rating: Leadership
,

4 0.284 0.012 Ethnic Gr9up
.

5 0.295 0.011 Number of Siblings
v

TAALE 4,
IOWA TEST8 OF BASIC SKILLS

STEPWISE REGRESSION"ANALYSIS
DEPENDENT VARIABLE: VOCABULARY

WITHOUT IQ

Rank
Order

Cumulative %
of Total
Variance

% Variance,
iAPThis

-Variable
Independent Vaz1abIe

1

2

.3

4
o

5

6

7

8

/ 0.193

0.279

o

0.298

0.313
or

.

0:328N,

0.338

0.350

0.355.

ti.

I

0.193

0.086

0.019,

0.015

0.015

0.01"o

0.012

0.005

Teachers Rating:. Initiative

Father's Highest Year of Education

Teacher's Rating: Leadership

Ethnic'Group"
,

Number of Siblings fP

Teacher's Rating: Reliability \

Teacher's Rating: Cooperation,.

Sex
1 f

13
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.TABLE 5
IOWA TE TS OF BASIC SKILLS

STEPW REGRESSION ANALYSIS
DEPENDENT VARIABLE:* LANGUAGE

WITHOUT IQ'

-N,
14

Rank
Order

gpmulative 7.

MJE Total
Variance

1/4 Variance

in This
Variable

-

Independent Variable

I ,

-, 1 0.240 0.240 Teacher's eating: Initiative,.
-...,

2 4.0.323., 0.083 ether's Highest.Year of Education

-3 70.3g1 0.028 TeaJler's Rating: Relloability.

r i

4 I 0.367 '0.016 Eligibiliiy for Free Hot Lunch

5 o. 0.015 Sex .

4

0146 4 0.3 6 -0.014 Teacher's fIng: Leaderehip

7 )10.404 0.008 StUdent's Attendance ,-

8 0.412 0.008 Teacher's Rating: Respect for
. Authortty

49
0..417 0.005 Ethnic Group

,

1

The resUlts displavd-in Table 6 vary' froM those found in Tables 2

through 6: Most immedfately obyious is the fac i "TeaCher's tating:

Initiative" was not a Significant inde endent variable at the 0.1 evel

-Thus, the-dependent variable "Work Study" scores seem to be more CloseIy

related.to.a different group of independent variables'Xhan were the scores

for the first three'subtests.

2



TABLE 6\
.IOWA TESTS OF BASIC SKILLS
STEPWISE REGRESSION ANALYSIS
DEPENDENT ARIABLE: LANGUAGE

OUT IQ

Rank
Order

Cumulative %
of Tptal
Variance

% Varianle
in This

Variable

.
1

ifidependent Variable

O. 58 ,0.158 Teacher's Rating: Leadership

.2 0.252 ') '. 0.094

,-,

Father t sl Highest Year of Education

/.1.

.282 00.030 Teacher's Rating: liliability -

0.307
,

0:11)25 'Ethnic Droup

e
5 0,318 0.011 Number of Sibl ngs

.

0.329. 0.011 Number of Pare ts intbe Home P
I

1
0.334 . 0.005 Student's Attendance .

../-

C ,
.

Table

15

again returns to the.Lmore fami1r patternlipown_in--Tables 2, 3,

4, and 5. Akgain "Teacher's Raiingl Initiativ " emerges as)the most highly

contribdting independent-variable/and "Father's highest year of education"

is the second highest contributin indepencient variable.

It is interesting to note th four variables appear consijtent14

significant in all the analyses c ntained in Tables 2 through 7:

Teacher's Rating: Initi tive

Teacher s,Rating: Leadership

Father's highest year'of education'

Teacher's Rating: Reliability (not significant for reading subtest)



TABLE 7
w

IOWA TESTS OF BAS/CSKILLS
STEPWISE REGREAION ANALYSIS

DEPENDENT VARIABLE: MATHEMATICS*

, WITHOUT IQ

Rank
Order

Cumulative %
of Total
Variance

% Variance
,in This
Variable

w

Independent Variable

1

2

3

4

0

7

0.189

-0.250

0.273.

0.294

0.305

.

,.., 0312
.

4 0.3/5

0.189 \

0:061

0.023

- 0.021

0.011

,0.007

0-013

Teacher' Rating: Initiative

0
'Fat1r's Highest Year pf4lucation

.

Ethnit Group

TeAgher's Rating: Leadership

Student's Attendance

Teacher's Rating: Reliability

Teacher's.Rating: Conduct

16

Follolpg completion of the,stepwise regression analiies, the original

data were subjected to correlational analy is utilizing the Pearson Product-
.

a

Moment,porrelation Coefficient. The correl ion coefficient provides,a means

for exiiressing the intensity of relationships between characteristics of

_individuals an&groupSin_a_qqaptitative manne . By definition, the Pearson

Product-Moment Correlation is the eve

A
scores &cross the N pairs of scores. ,In the correlational table which-follows,.

0 A -

of tlfr products of the standard

the magnitude bf the coefficient is an indication of the degree of intensity

of the relationship between the two varialifts, while the sign (+ or 4 indi.
*

. ,
.

IFcates die dire tion of the relationship: The rank correlation between two'
t

variables ip 1.0 if the individuals have exactly 'the same rank on thrf it

is -1.0 if the individuals have exactly reverse ranks on the'variables. Other

degrees of relalionship yield correlations between +1.0 and

10Scarvia B. Anderson, Samuel-Ball, and Richard T. Murphy & Associates,

Encyclopedia-of Educational Evaluation (San Francisco: Jossey-Bass Publishers,

1975), 87-92.,,w



Table 8 provides corrhlation coefficients for the thirteen independent

var1ables which lend themselves to this statistical technique and the six

dependent variables (the composite score and the five subtest scores).
. 4

,- e
TABLE 8 -

../

..J,
1

CORRELATIOp OF DEPENDENT VARIABLE WITIITH
.

NDEPENDENT VARIABLES

(Pearson Product7goment rrelat Coefficient0 .

10,

'V 4
N t)- W 0.

1 W 0) r4 > (44

a: 4.) Iv Q r4 .0
>.%/ .

00 Q 0 W Q Q M
th).,

. -%-f 40 P 10 U W Q
, B W

A W 0) ,-4 0 W

CU .0 .0 >.%

IV

0 .
0 'II

44 0

Composite , 29*e .38* -.16* -.15* .82* .20* .35* .50* .45* 34* 34* .32* ,

44*

Vocabulary .24* .36* -.18* -.13* .73* .17* .30* 45* 41,* .30* .29* .28* .39*

Reading .23* .32* -.14* -.12* .73* .14*,-.30* 44* 39* .30* .30* .27* .40*

Language .29* .37* -.15* -.19 .21* .40* .50* 47* .36* 33* 33* .42*

Work Study .28* .37* -.15*
40

-.1 .77 .19* .30* .42* .39* .31* 33* .29* .4)*

Mathematics .24* -.11 -.10 .72 .21* .29* 43* .37* .26* .27* .25* .40*

* Significant at the .01 level of confidence.

It should be noted that because,of the large sample size some relatively

low numbers are significant, at the .01 level. In fact, only two of the corre-

latpns prebented in the table are not significant at this 'level: mathematics.

1
x number,of siblings, and mathematics x number of schools attended. .

As ean be seen from the above table, "Number of siblings" and "Number of

sc ools attended" are negatively related with each of'the dependent variables
,

due to inverge rank orders, i.e., the higher number of siblings or schools

att nded, the lower the scores achieved. It should be noted, however, that
. .

23
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these 'Imo independ4t VariabreNhaVe a smaller degree of-intensity Oan any,
t-

other variables foul&..in the table

The independent v

the dependent variable

confirms the findings

analysis, and thessame

Following IQ, the
4

degree of significant

ariable IQ ib

0

agail conskderably more highly related to

s than any other independent variable ported. This

previously discussed regarding step ise regression A

limAations regarding the IQ var able would still.apply.,

teacher ratings (TR) would seem,to have, the htighest

relationships With the %Pendent variable test scores,,
.., .

the ratings for anitiativey Leadership, and Reliability leading the teacher

,rating ariables.

The lowest degree of signifieint correlations we
it.

found in: (1) the

number of schools attended (mobility), (2) the number of siblings (brothers

.and sisters), and (3) the nnOer of days attended during the 1975-76 school .

year. However, it should be noted that sixteetrof the eighteen relationships

utilizing these three variables were significant at the .01 level. Their

degree of intenSity was not as high awthat of theikedaining-independent

variables.

A complete 'correlation matrix, showing .tbe interrelationships among all

.

the independent and dePendent variables may be found in Appendix B. .This

table allows comparison of bottjthe dependent variables and the indepenient

variables with oneanother as well as-containing the same infOrmation already '

presented in Table 8.

Several of the variables (sex, ethnic, nuMber(and category of parents in

the home) did not lend themselves-to.the Pearson Product-Moment correlation

eechnique due to the dichotomous nature of the data. Consequently, each of
mkt,

the five dependent variables were separated into deciles according.to each

of the independent variables. This was done for the purpose of comparing

24



19

groups of students with var ous achievement scores relative to these dichot-
(,

omous independent varia les. The dataj T eligibilitt for fre e. hot lunch.

and student mobil-fiy were also separated into dichotomies for further.analy-
/

sis using the aforementioned procedure.

Variable were as follows:

/
Sex; Male; female

he resulting divisions under each

Etgnix: Majority; minority races

. ,

T-Free hot binch: Fr + reduced; not eligible

Number schools en-ded_mobility): '1 + 2; 3+

Parents: .1,iv g with7both natural7pArenta; other
A001-

. ;

After 40am1n1ng the decile data, it wasdecided to More closelyCoMpares.

the ends of the distributions by.combining ilje 1st and,2rld decilgs (19w) and

the 9th and 10th deciles lhigh) for eadh-of the previoualy mentioned diStribu-
)

tions. Table 9 provides 'data regarding co.posite score.camparisons by the \

independent variable,'"sex." rile row titled "Expected deciIe percentages"
'

contains information regarding\the total number in each grioup and the-Tercent-
,

age they comprise of the total samp]J. Thus, 200 males f4 :6%) and.229 females

(53.4%) made up the total samPle of 429 f100.0%). If males a kfemales
(
were

,

evenly distri4ted throughout the deciles as should.be'expected, thecell I

percentages would remain a constant 46.6% for males and 53.4% for females. )

L

The table combines decile 9 + 10 and decile 1 + 2 in order to scrutiniz ihe

"ends" of the distrihution.* The expected cell percentage for the combi ed

decides watild remain 46.6% and'53.4% respectively.

4

254



. TABLE 0
composITE .,sc,pRE 'COMPARISONS, BY SEX

1974-75

DECILES

EXPECTED
DECILE
PERCENTAGES

1 + 2
(lowx

p

MALE rENALE.

Ni200 N229 429

46.6% 153.4% 100.0%

*

N38 Pm47
44.7% 55,3%

N162 No.52 114

54.4% 45..6%

20

Table 9 reveals that more females e55.3%) than would be expected are in

the two highest deciles,vhlte fewer males (44.7%) than expected are
)in these

two deciles. The reverse of this is true in the lowest two deciles, where

54.5% were males and 45.6% were females, while the expected percentages were

46.6% and 53.4% respective

Table 10 exhibits dat arding composite score comparisons by majo ty

and minority races. If the sub-populations from which the samples were drawn

' had equal achievement by decile we would expect 9.8% minorities and 90.2%

2 6
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majority'in each decile. Combining the tWo highest-deciles reveals that only

1.0% of the sample for deciles 9 + 10 were of'minority races, while 99.0% .

were of the majority race. On the lower end of the distribution, 21.9% were

minorities in deciles 1 + 2, while only 78.1% we't ofthtmajority race. The

examination.thus reveals that a considerably 'higher percentage ol minorities

than expected were in the lower deciles While a considerably lower percentage

,of minorities than expected were in t ,r/ higher deciles. The reverse of this

4

mas true for the majority race.

f3

AO°

TABLE 10

COMPOSITE SCORE C9MPARISONS BY MAJORITY/MINORITY'

1974-75

DECILES MINORITY

r

MAJORITY TOTAL

EXPECTED. ,

DECILE N=42 N=387 429

PERCENTAGES 9.8% 90.2% 100.0%
-.,

_

9 + 10 N=1 N=84 85

i(high) 1.0% 99.0%

,

4 I
a

..".

1 + 2 N=25 N=89 114

(low) 21.9% 78.1%

27
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Table 11 shows the same decile comparisonssfor those receiving free or

reduced hot luncheg with those not eligible for either free o reduced hot

lunches (i family income measure). As can be seen from the table, a consider-

ably lower than exacted percentage of students receiving free or reduced hot

lunches were'in the highest achieving decilas, while a considerably higher

than.expected percentage of students receiving free or reduced hot lunches

were in the lowest achieving deciles.

Att.

TABLE 11 t

440MPOSITE.SCORE COMPARISONS BY ELIGIBILITY FOR FREE

' OR REDUCED HOT LUNCH
1974-75

DECILES
FREE

&

REDUCED

NOT
ELIGIBLE

,

TOTAL
1

EXPECTED
DECILE N=80 N=347 427

PERCENTAGES 18.7% 81.3% 100.0
...

9 + 10 N=2 N=82 84

(high) 2.4% 97.6%

_

1 + 2 N=37 N=77 114

(low) 32.5% 67.5%

29 .
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Table 12 exhibits data regarding the dichotomous groups drtificially

divided into high mobility students (3 or more schools_attended) and low

mobility student (1 or 2 schoo1p attended). An exaAination of the ends of,

the distributions by decile indiCates .that high mobility students.achieve

lower adores on the ITBS than do low mobility students:
.0"

TABLE 12
COMPOSITE SCORE COMPARISONS BY HIGH/LOW MOBILITY

1974-75

DECILES HIGH
10B4ITY

".4

LOW :

MOBILITY
TOTAL

EXPECTED
DECILE N=94 N=328 422

PERCENTAGES 22.3% 77.7% 100.0% .

.s,

e

9 + 10 N=10 N=75 85

(high) 11.8% 88.2%

.1

,.

,

1 4' 2 N=41 N=70 111

(low) 36.9% 63.1%

,

Table. 13 compares achievement deciles of the sampl&students by the num-

ber and category of parents in the home. One group consists of those students

living with both natural parents,rwhile the other consists of those students

2 9



living,with any.other ombination of parents or guardians.

As with the previous four decile comparisons, there would seem to be a
(

considerable diff:erghce in achievement between the ends of the.distribution
-k

for tbe two groups. The expected percentages were 75.9% per rell for those

students living.with,both parents and 24.1% for thpse students living With

iome other parental combination. Those students living with dome "other"

.combination of parents had a considerably lower percentage than expected in

the higher achieving deciles and a.considerably higher percentage than ex-
.. -4

24

pected in the lower achieving deciles.

TABLE 13
CdMPOSITE SCORE COMPAR

NUMBER & CATEGORYOF PARENTS I THE HOME

1974-75

DECILES

EXPECTED
DECILE
PERCENTAGES

QTHER

N=102
24.1%

LIVING
WITH BOTH
PARENTS

.

N=322
75.9%

TOTAL

-

.

424

100.0%

...

----._

9 + leIN

(high)

N=10
11.9%

N=74
88.1%

, .

84

.

1 + 2
(low)

N=38
33.9%

-

.N=74

66.1%

u

,

112
,

I

30
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ThIcsame decile comparieons made for the composite score,resUlts were

also made_for the'five suhtests of the ITBS: These results.are contained in
.1

APpen'dix C of this paper. It might be generalized that no Vast differences. .

from the findings for the composite scores were discovere&ip t
/
he examination

of the subtest scores.

VII. IiTERPRETATION OF FINDINGS

V

1. Intelligence Quotient (104core was the Most closely:related yank-

-
able to.thg achievement Score results. Nowever, as previously discuised, the

whole witter Of the validity of IQ Score as anything more than a measure of

)achigvement is currently under deba e '. If indeed IQ is merely another measure

of achievement, and'the weight of evidence seems that it probably is, then the

high relationship between IQ and achievement should be disregarded since both

testi are measuring the same thing. Their hfgh correlation would then become

a measure of the degree to which the two tests-(ITBS and Lorge-Thorndike) are

measuring achievement consistently.
e

2.. Teacher ratings were, for the most pert, closely related to student

achievement on the ITBS. This was especially true of the teacher ratings for%

(1) initiative, (2),leadership, and'(3) reliability. On the surface it would

seem that there might be'some concern as to whether the teacher ratings were

actual reilections of the traits beingrated, whether-they'were made in the f

nature of "self-fulfilling prophecies," or whether-they were reflections of

the test scores already obtained. .Since the ratings are given immediately

prior to the closing of each school year while the ITBS is administered in

the Fall of each year, it would seem.that the ratings could not be onsidered

as "self-fulfilling prophecies" unless the teacher(s) for succeeding years

used them in this manner.. Also, the-investigators have no reason to believe

31
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e
that the Latter possibility occurred with any great degree of:frequency. It

would seem as likely that the ratings are frUe'.and valid attempts by the

classroom tachers'to rate the students'on the particular traits in quesripn.

If the eacher ratings are'lwalid they closely reflect measurer achievement-

and miY ndita certain traits. that exist in pproximatel ihe same rank

order as red \aAlevement.
4.,

3. Virtually all the variables,chosen for exEetniQlon in this r;itudy Were

found to have statistically.significant cdrrelations at the .01 level due to

the,large numbers of subjects sampled: The difficulty in interpreting the

accumulated data lies not in 'dete inin statistical significance, but in

determining educational significance.. That is, what degree of Intensity of a

relationship beiween variablee is required before statistical aignificance

becomes education.2 significance? While there is no insputable answer to
Alt

this question, by selecting those relationships which have the highest degree

of statistical significance dur chances of also selecting those with educe-

tional significance would seem to be enhanced. Beyond IQ and Teacher's Rating:

Initiative, the following independent variables which T.Jere not dichotomous seem

6 be most highly significant:

a. Teacher's Rating: Leadership.

b. Teacher's Rating: Reliability.

c. Father's highest year of school completed.

d. Various other categories of Teacher Ratings.

4. A Profile. Based upon the various analyses, a profile of the indi-

vidual student ;lost likely to be a Ihigh achiever, has,emerged. While the pro-

file obviously does not hold true in all cases, stu4enta exhibiting'these

characteristics seem to generally exhibit high achievement as measured by

.T
the ITBS.

3 `)



b. tajority race,

c.. family not eligible for free hot lunches,

d. has'attended only one or two schools by the time they are

ehrolled in sixth,grade,

e. living with both natural parents,

the father has completed at leasi.some college,

g. teacher ratings are high in vArtually /W. areas,

.4.h. the number of brothees and sisters is fairly low, and of

course,

i. the student had'a higher than average IQ score.

5. Obviously, most of the more highly related variables are beyond the

410P
control of tile school: IQ, sex., father's highest year of education completed,

race, family income, mobility, parents, number cd siblings.: On the other hand,

a few variabilles are, at least partially, under the control of the school: num-

ber of days attended can be influenced, teacher ratings or perceptions inasmuch

as they are prophecies can be reconsidered. Overall, however, this study tends

27

to Confirm the findings of previous studies which indicated that the factors

students bring with them-to school are More influential in attaining high

achievement, as measured by the ITBS, than any factors over which the school

has control and which were included in this study.

LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY

1. This study has attempted to determine those factors which exist con-

current with high achievement ai measured by the Iowa Test of Basic Skills.

The reader should note that no.attempt wae made_t6 istablish cause and effect

2

relationships among.the variables, and any attempt by the reader to do so



0would be a misusa of the data and analyses.
-

2. No attamOt was made to measure learning bY any means other than the'
.

Iowa Test of Basic Skills. One would be foolish to maintain that tha ItBS

measures all, or even the most important, learnings for children. The ITBS

is, howeyer, an excellent instrument for comparing achievement, on a specified
-

group of basic skills selected by the test makers, with other districts that

are included in the norming groups. 'Furthermore, the ITBS iesblts wtre the

J

onlyconcrete measures of achievement for Nall sixth gradera which were

available.

v3. The data for this study was.drawn from sixth grade students enrolled

in the Des Moines Public Schools during 1974-75. Any attempt to generalize

the results to other districts would be'done with due consideration for the

unique characteristics of the Des Moines Public Schools.

6.4

(
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APPENDIX A

FEDERAL HOT LUNCH

ELIGIBILITY CUIDELINES

1974-75
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Parent or

kardinn's Hart

Name of

Sanding School

DES MOINES RIK SChOOLS

.APPLiCATION FOR FPEE tEALS, FRfE MEK OR REDUCE) PRICE NEALS

PARENTS: If yol isti to apply for free meals and free milk.or reduced price

reals for your chiidren, conplete this form and return to the

school office.

Date: ,

An applicant must report the total number of all persons in the family

Parent Tir's1Tlaires

,or CdMian

names or aii cnliamen in tne hoe

qinTe-111-eie Fint

ror wnom aulication is mOae:.,

rst lame ' ease 'mil ra.e c op' .

...'..................."."....."......-....r.....
School districts are no 13n r peritted to serve children free or reduced

price meals without a report of fncon e in dollars.
.

All applicants must report total family income in dollars bgfore deductions

(include wages 51111 working members, social security beneffiS, pensions

(veteran's etc.) and all other income).

in one: Weakly:1.j_ Biweek1y:.5 llonthj:$ Yearly:$

If your gross family income exceeds the amount indicated in the attache, family

Inane scale, and you wish to apply under any of the special hardship conditious

:ited in the letter, describe the nature of your hardship here: (by paid amounts

,inly)

f the hardship r,s temporaryTa-or.peroeoeas
Ind milk art needed,

heroby certify that all of the above information is true and correct to the

est of ry information and belief.
.

Signaure o t urErniry-Tael7

1,qH001. SOCIAL WORKER'S_USE ONLY

4e! Meals and Milk pate to begin . Date to end
Reduced Price Meals Uatt to NV;

. Date to end

33
,

A

11 les tines Public Schools
serve nuttioLi,mrals and milk every schOnl

ddy. Students may buy lunch for 50 cents, exti milt for 4 cents ind
'Heakfast in,soR sthols for 20 cents.

Chiyren from families Whose Noce is at or belim the levels shown on the
ettached inLome scales

ire eligible for either free meals and free milk, er
for neals at the reduc4pricei

of 20 cents for lunc),anc 1)-cent5 for

breakfast when it is served. If your incw is crea.er than those shoin tut

)cu have unusually high'medical bills, shelter ecsts in excess of 30tiercerpt

of your incomi, special education
expenses.oue to the mental or physical

condition of a child, or disaster or casual4 losse, your children may still
.

be eliqible.

To apply at any time dving the yeat for either free meals and free'milk or

reduced price meals for your children, complete the ettached'applicalion aed

return it to the school., Within 10 workinc day; of receiving your application,

the sckoorwill let you know whether or not your children ire eligiblf. If

your children attend different school 'buildings, send a cooleted application.

to eadh school if you wish meals to start immediatel)0 One appiicatiln is

.sufficient if your family can wait the processing period.

If you have a foster child living wteh-yoll-and wish4o apply for meils or

the child, please complete a separate application. A foster child may ba

considered'a one member family; report the welfare payment as the income.

';

If you io hot agree with the school's dOsion,iyou may request a conference

to discuss the situation, present information, ,and obtain an tqlanation of

the decision. SLch aconference shall not in ar:y Way prejudcce nor diminish

your rinnt to a fair hearing. tall or write tiv. building Prindpal where

ynur child attends school: He will notify the Jesignatld schocl social wnrker

whc will contact you.

All children are treated the same regardless'of abiliq.to pay. In the

operation of child feeding programs,..no child will be discriminated against

because of his race, sex, color, or natiunal origin.

FAMILY SIZE.. INCOME SCALE FOR FREE 4i0 6EE. IiILK AN6 REDUCED PRICE MEALS
.

,

ills is the intone scalued by Des Moineslublic Schools to determine

eligibility in the 1974.1rhclicol year:

Family Size Free

Income Scale for Ineor.t 'Scale for

Meals and Free Milk Reduced Price Mcalsr--,--------.-----,

.

2 . .

.)

.

4

1

d

C

; '23:2
S 4,74

5' L641

$ CC
4

$ 0

i C:14

C,A10,2t,

7 :, ,

le ,:)1 91o.:,°30

111,211

U.
,

E

4

' 51:22600

12

$10,1:2 ....... .. , .. .11 ; 0

$11,q3 . .

Each additional

Family,Member $ 670 . Q411
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CORRELATION MATRIX



TABLE 14

CORRELATION YATR1X

(Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficients),

X 0
.... z a .

:., c --.4: . 0 C

7

U.
2F. ..r. ,.. - nt.

0. 0 4 :4 >,
z .4 4.. I
.1 'ir NO, C Z- I

0. 0. te. 120 r4 mit,

N 4
0 V a C A

* > *IIC U...1 :J M 6 .4 71
I. 1 .0 U 4) C3, 10
V ui 1 0 ., L 0 Cr

'1 6. ,4 1.3 I.
0 4. .4 0 2 2 LI 1
';', C 0 3 o 1: z,

L) w

..
4U. 6 1.4 6 4

i-. i-, i. 1.1 I.

Composite

Vocabul?ry

PcaUlnt; .91* .80*

LaoziAq. 96* .78*

11011, St1dy .91* .75*

Mathew:to .86* .69*

. El. F.H.L. .29* .24*

Pother's Ed. .38* .16*

"Siblin0. 7Jc* -.1d*

. ' Schools Attend. -.15* -.13*

1.Q. ..73*

;! Days Attend. ,lb* .17*

Tr: Coqtrati4 .35* .3C*

Tr: Initiative .50* 45*

Tr: Reliability .45* .41*

Tr: Conduct .34* .30*

Tr: Coultesy .14* .29*

Tr: ?,espert for .3211 .280

it

Tr: 1.o.12eish1r .44* 6

.78*

.80* .78*

.71* .73*

.23* .29*

32* .37*

-.1.4! -.15*

-.12* -.19*

.73* 781

.14* .21*

.30* ,*

.44* .50*

.39* .=."I'k

.3-0-*\36*

JO* "*

.:7* .331

.40*

4

.80*

.28* .24* -

.37* .31* .26*

-.15* -.11 -.20*

-.11* -AG -.12*

, 77* .72* .23*

.19* 2!* .15*

.3.'4 29* .03

4:* .08

.!'?* 370 07

.31* .26* .04

.11* .27* .02

.29' .25' .0?

..:* .40* .0?

-.18*

-.15*

.36*

.15.

,19*

.:22*

.17*

.15*

.11*

.21*

.24'

-,06

.00

.00

.0:

-.01

.01

.04

.02

.0;

-.12

-.09

-.12

-.11

-.13*

-.10

,.03

-,07

-.09

.17*

.32*

.43*

.40*

.30*

.28*

.28*

.3R1'

.11

:9*

.09

3,

. 7

9

.14*

,62*

76*

.80*

.80*

.78*

.45*

.69*

.58*

.56*

.56*

.63*

..71*

.73*

.73*

.50*

.83*

.82*

.40*

.87*

39* ,40*

* Sifficoat at the .01 level
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APPENDIX C

SUBTEST SCORE COMPARISONS BY DECILES

Vocabulary
Reading

Language
Work Study
Mathematics.
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TABLE 15
VOCABULARY SCORE COMPARISONS

BY SEX
1974-75

DECILES

de

Male Female

.

TOTAL

EXPECTED N..200 N.1,229 429
DECILE 46.6% 53.4% 100.0%
PERCENTAGES

-

N=42 N..43 85
10 49.4% 50.6% 100.0%

,

1 + 2 N=51 N=52 103

49.5% 50.5% 100.0%

_
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TABLE /6
VOCABULARY 1CORB COMPARISONS

BY MAJORITY/MINORITY
1974-75

\

t .

DECILES\

EXPECTS)
=ILE
PERCENTAGES

Minority

,--

Majority
TOTAL

N=42 N=387 429

9 + 10

,

N=1
1.2%

N=84
98.8%

85
100.0%

.

1 4- 2 Nm25
24.3%

,

.

N=78
75.7%

.

103

100.0%

a

4 5



TABLE li
VOCABULARY,SCORE COMPARISONS

BY HIGH/LOW MOBILITY
.

ik$ 1974275
'441

,

N
,

, h

01-

38

)-

,

DECILES High
Mobility,

Low
,Mobility

TOTAL

,

EXPECTED N..94
.
N..328 422''

DECILE 22.3%' 77.7% '100.0%
PERCENTAGES

. -

:

9 + 10 N..11 N..74 85

12.9% 87.1% ' 100,0%

'''.','
.-.......

.
.

.
.

. .

1 + 2 N..18 -11..64 , 102

,

37.3% 62.7% 100.0%

.

___.

4

1
,

4 6
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TABLE 18
VOCABULARY SCORE COMPARISONS

BY ELIGIBILITY FOR FREE OR REDUCED HOT LUNCH
. 1974-75

DEC1LES

,

Free 4.

Reduced
Not
,E1igible

. TOTAL

EYPECTED
DECILE N=80 N=347 , 427,

PERCENTAGES 18.7% 81.3% 100.0%

-

,)

1

9 10 N=7 N=76 83

8.4% 91.6% 100.0% -,
1i.

, .,

,.)

,

1 + 2
.

N=32 N=71 - , 103

31.1% 68.92 , 100.0%

_ ..

47



TABLE 19
VOCABULARY SCORE CqMPARISONS

NUMBER & CATEGORY OF PARENTS IN THE HOME
1974-75

DECILES Other
Living
with both
parents

MAL
. .

EXPECTED
DECILE N=102 N=322 424

PERCENTAGES 24.1% 75.9% 100.0%
,

9 + 10 N=13 N=72 85

15.3% 84.7% 100.0%

,

1 + 2 N=36 N=66 102

35.3% 64.7% 100.0%

, ,

4 8

40
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z
TABLE 20

READING SCORE COMPARISONS
BY SEX

1974-75

DECILES

EXPECTED
.

DECILE
PERCENTAGES

Male

,*

i'14 Female

W,

TOTAL

14200

4
6.6%

,

i

N.m229

53.47
r .

429
100.0%

4" 10 14.36

47.4%

114-
52.6%

A
100.0%

.
,

--
,

--

1 + 2 N-44
50.0%

o

N..44

50.0%

88

100.0%

4 9

41
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TABLE 21
READING SCORE COMPARISONS

BY MAJORITY/MINORITY
1974-75

DECILES

&

Minority

w

Majority

0-

TOTAL

EXPECTED N...42 N.4387

-%.

429

DECILE 9.8% 90.2% 100.0%

PERCENTAGES

9 + 10 Nm=1 No.75 76 ,

1.3% 98.7% 100.0%

1 + 2 N=12 N=76 88

13.6% 86.4% 100.0%

,

50



,

TABLE 22
READING SCORt COMPARISONS
BY HIGH/LOW MOBILITY.

1974-75

DECILES High
Mobility

Low
Mfobility

TOTAL

EXPECTED
CECILE
PERCENTAGES

N94
22.3%

N=3285

77.7%

422
100.0%

9+10. N1l3
17.1%

1+2
N..29

33.3% , 66.7%
87
100.0%

51

S.

43
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. . TALE23 ,..... . .

READING
-..- .. to.

dbMFARISONS 4 -
BY ELIGIBILITT/ Fritro4.1inDucibHOTILONcH

A,04-7.5
, ...4.....

.

DECILE

EXPECTED
DECILE.
PERCENTAGES
,.- .

:14..t r.:,'

(4d,-
'
Free
4 :

Reduced

...,

.
. ,

NOt '

E1igib1e
,TOTAL

DP.80-

18.7%-

N=347
81.3%

427
100.0%

10

. .

N=4
3.3% 94,7%

75
100.0%

Th?,
.

,

.

,

1 + 2
.

N=25
28.4%

.

1

N=63
71.6% 1

88
100.0% .

52
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. TABLE 24
READING saw COMPARISONS

NUMBER & CATEGORY OF PARENTS IN THE HOME
1974-75

DECILES

-,

Other
Living
with both
Paretits

)

TOTAL

EXPECTED N-102 N=322 '-424
DECILE
PERCENTAGES

24.1% 759t -' 100.0%

N=10 N=65 75
+ 10 13.3% 86.7% 100.9%

,

1 + 2 N=24
27.6%

N=63
72.4%

87

100.0%

.,

s 3



TABLE 25
LANGUAGE SUORE COMPARISONS

BY SEX
1974-75

DEC I LES

,

Male

,...--

Female TOTAL

EXPECTED
DECILE N=200 N=229 429
PERCENTAGES 46.6% 53.4% N., 100.Q%

N=26 N=51 77

9 + 10 33.8% 66 . 2% 100.0%
(High)

,

1 + 2 N=59 N=32 91

(Low) 64.8% 35.2% 100.0%



TABLE 26
,.LANGUAGE SCORE CbMPARISOSS
'BY MAJORITY/MINORITY

197475

DEC I LES

.
_ . ..... -

EXPECTED
DECILE
PERCENTAGES

.

Minority

N=42
- - 4 . 8%

.

.

\

_

Majority

4
TOTAL

N=387
90.2%

429
100.0Z

.

.

9 +10

(Nigh)
.

i

/042 -

2+,6%..

.N=75
97.4%

77, ,

100.0%

. 7

. .'1

,

-

.

1 + 2
(Low)

'N=18
19.8%

, N=73
80.2%

, /_

i 91
100;0%

,

'3

0

55

47

1.



TABLE 27
LANGUAGE SCORE COMPARISONS
BY HIGH/LOW MOBILIV

,

DECILES

,.i.....--..

High
Mobility

LOw.

Mobility TOTAL.

EXPECTED
DECILE N=94 N=328 422

PERCENTAGES 22.3% 77.7% 100.0%

...

9 + 10 N.9 N=68 77

(High) 11.7% - 88.3% 100.0%,

,

_

1 + 2
,

N=33 N=56 I 89

(Low) 37.1% 62.9% 100ft

-v

48



TABLE 28
LANGUAGE SCORE,COMPARISONS

BY ELIG/ilLITY FOR FREE OR REDUCED HOT LUNCH
1974-75.

DECILES

-

,

Free +
Reduced

Not
Eligible TOTAL

EXPECTED
DECILE -N80 Ng347 427

PERCENTAGES 18.7% 81.3% 100,0%

N2 Nw75 77.

,I. + ID 2.6% 97.4% 100.0%

((High) <

....
.,-

1 + 2 N..33 N=58 91

(Law) 36.3% ,- 63.7% 100.0%

,

c77

49



TABLE 29' ,

-LANGUAGE SCORE COMPARISONS
NUMBER & CATEGORY.OF PARENTS IN THE HOME

1974-75

,

DECILES

,

Other
Living
with both
parents

TOTAL

EXPECTED 4,
v

DECILE N=102 N=322 424
PERCENTAGES 24.1%

$
75.9% 100.0%

t

9 + 10 N=8 N=74 82
(High) 9.8% 90.2% 100.0%

_

.

,

1 + 2 N=44 N=54 98
(Low) 44.9% 55.1% 100.0%

,

50
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TABLE 30
WORK STUDY SCORE COMPARISONS

BY SEX
%

1974-75

DECILES

C;

Male Female TOTAL

. e
--....... _

EXPE N=200 N=229. 429
DECI
P

46.6% 53.4% 100.0%

,.

N=42 N=40 82
+ 10 51,2% 48.8% 100.0%

1..k

N=52. N=48 - 100

52.0% 48.02 100.0%



v

TALE 31 NI

WORK STUDY SCORE COMPARISONS
BY MAJORITY/MINORITY

1974-75

Na

, .

0

DECILES Minority Majority TOTAL

EXPECTED
DECILE Nas42 Na.387 429
PERCENTAGES 9.8% 90.2% 100.0%

10 N...2 112.80 :1/4.- 82'

2.4% 97.6% --.,7, ..4000%

V
,

. ,

..
4 ,

..

, (,.

27 73!4P% --
100.0%

L."-6P 1\ t

52

/°.



TABLE 32
WORK STUDY SCORE COMPARISONS

BY HIGH/LOW MOB/LITY
1974-75

DECILES

_...

High
Mobility

. ,

Low
Mobility

%

TOTAL

,

EXPECTED 0

DECILE N=94 N=328 b. 422

PERCENTAGES 22.3% 77.7% 100.0%

,

+ 10 N=10 N=72 82

12.2% 87.8% 100.0%
*

N=36 N=60 96

1 + 2 37.5% 62.5% 100.0%e

°

61

53



TABLE 33
WORK STUDY SCORE COMPARISONS

BY ELIGIBILITY FOR FREE OR REDUCED HOT LUNCH
1974-75

DECILES

_

Free +
Reduced

Not ,

Eligible

TOTAL

EXPECTEID N=80
.

N=347 427
DECILE 18.7% 81.3% 100.0%
PERCENTAGES

0 a

9 + 10
N=2
2.5%

N=79
97.5%

81

100.0%

,

-0

1 + 2 N=35
35.0%

N=65
65.0%

100'
100.0%

1 2

54
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.TABLE 34
WORK STUDY SCORE COMPARISONS

. NUMBER & CATEGORY OF PARENTS IN THE HOME
1974-75

DECILES

.

EXPECTED
DECILE
PERCENTAGES

4

I*

Other Living
with both
parents

TOTAL

N=102
24.1%

N=322
75.9%

.

424
100.0%

9 + 10 N=8
9.8%

4
..,

N=74
90.2%

82

100.0%

1+2 N=44
44.9%

N=54
55.1%

98
100.0%

_A

6 3
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TABLE 35
MATHEMATICS SCORE COMPARISONS

BY SEX
1974-75

DECILES Male Female
TOTAL

EXPE s

DECILE N..200 Na.229 429
PERCENTAGES 46.6% 53.4% 100.0%

,-

N=45 Nalit8 93
9 + 10 48.4% 51.6% 4 100.0%

1

).

,

J. + 2
N...55

50.9%

V.: 63

49.1%

108
100.0%

0

0

64

56



TABLE 36
MATHRMATICS SCORE COMPARISONS

BY MAJORITY/MINORITY
1974-75

DECILES Minority Majority TOTAL

- Se

EXPECTED
DECILE Ns.42 N0387 429

PERCENTAGES 9.8% 90.2% 100.0%

10 N-1 N.,,92 93

1.1% 98.9% 100,0%

j

1 + 2 N21 N.87 108

19.5% 80.5% 100.0%

,

r.-

65

S

57



TABLE 37
MATHEMATICS SCORE COMPARISONS

BY HIGH/LOW MOBILITY
1974-75

DEC I LES High
Mobility

Low
Mobility

TOTAL

(

EXPECTED
DECILE N=94 N=328 422
PERCENTAGES 22.3% 77.7% 100,0%

A

10 N=14 N=79 -93

15.0% 85.0% 100,0%

,

1 + 2 N=35 N=70 105

33.3% 66.7% 100.0%

G.*

1

\

6 6

58



TABLE 38,
MATHEMATICS SCORE COMPARISONS

BY ELIGIBILITY FOR FREE OR REDUCED HOT LUNCH
70174-75

4--

1

X

DECILES Free +
Reduced

Not
hligible

'TOTAL

EXPECTED N80 . N..347 427
DECILE 18.7% 81.3% 100.0%
PERCENTAGES

_
N=.2- N090 92

9 + 10 2.2% 97.8% 100.0%

,

,

1 + 2 Nm31 N..77 108

28.7% 71.3% 100.0%

___,

0,0

6 7
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TABLE 39
MATHEMATICS SCORE COMPARISONS

NUMBER & CATEGORY OF PARENTS IN THE HOME
1974-75

DEC I LES
Other Living

with both
parents

TOTAL

EXPECTED
DECILE N=102 N=322 424
PERCENTAGES 24.1% 759% 100.0%

+ 10 N=11 N=81 92

12.0% 88.0% 100.0%

1 + 2 N.41 N=65 106

38.7% 61.3% 100.0%

68

60

."!# :11:


